CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 
Fine Arts Faculty Counci | 
May 8, 1987 


Present: R.J. Parker, Chair; K. Adams; I. Sendek; C. MacKenzie; M. 
Falsetto; E.J. Sacca; L. Lacrolx; J. Levitin; D. McDonald; P. Landsley; 
K. Tweedie; W. Krol; C. Jackson; G. Gross; S. Panet-Raymond; D. 
Pariser; S. Paikowsky; A. Herman; F. Mulvey; I. Whittome; B. 
Wainwright; R. Gomez; E. Mongerson; J. Huh; S. S.Bryan; T. Gibson; J.F. 
Turner 


Absent with Apologies; R. Miller, K. Raudsepp, C. Mullen 


Guests: R. Bigelow; K. O'Connell; B. Spanos; R. Greenberg; K. Perry; 
P. Spenstey; E. VorMichaloski; S. McLeod; C. Gabriel-Lack!; G. Gibbons 


|. Approval of the Minutes of April 3, 1987 


The minutes of the meeting of April 3, 1!987 were unavailable for 
approval. : 


2. Chair's Remarks 


Dean Parker announced that the ground-breaking ceremony for the 
Music Concert Hall will take place this sunmer and that occupancy is 
planned for the month of August, 1988. In addition, Parker noted that 
a booklet outlining the research activities of faculty members in Fine 
Arts, covering the last three year period has been pub! ished. 


3. Question Per iod 


Dean Falsetto announced that Concordia Fine Arts would be the host 
to a_ targe Cinema Studies Conference bringing scholars fram Europe and 
the United States. The Conference is Jointly sponsored by The Society 
for Cinema Studies and the Film Studies Association of Canada and wil 
be held in and around the Visual Arts Bullding at the end of the month. 


Prof. Gross noted that on July 6th eleven theatre groups which are 
offering winning performances of plays fram across Canada and the U.S. 


will be appearing at the D.B. Clarke Theatre. This is an amateur 
theatre festival and conference which the Theatre Department Is helping 
to sponsor. In addition, In a recent drama festival, students from the 


Theatre Department won awards for best actor, best actress and best 
playwright. 


4. Faculty Curriculum Report No. 30 - Under graduate Curriculum Changes 
1988-89 


™ MOTION; (MacKay, Paikowsky) "moved the acceptance of Curriculum 
Report No. 30 - Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 1988-89" 


MacKenzle noted that Curriculum Report No. 30 is being submitted to 
Council! with an Addendum containing revisions to the Specialization In 
Art Education and a change In course title, Department of Cinema. As 
an outline to Report No. 30 the following Is an excerpt fram the 
Preface; 


"Major changes to prograrmes have been proposed by the Department of 
Art History and the Department of Theatre. While, in general, these 
differ in character, !t Is Interesting to note that both Departments 
(and, consequently, the Faculty) have eliminated thelr Honours 
progranmes, partly In recognition of the pecul lar status of such 
degrees in Quebec. In addition, both Departments have incorporated 
into their Major programmes a requirement that students facl!larize 
themselves with art in Its Canadian context, a development which may 
well have been assisted by the report written by Professors Lacro!lx and 
Waugh three years ago. 

With the exception of the revised Specialization in Theatre 
Performance, which the Department and the Curriculum Conmittee have 
agreed to submit as a one-year proposa! in order to allow for more 
extensive discussions during the Fall of 1987, the Committee Is 
satisfled that the proposed theatre changes represent valuable 
approaches to the education of theatre students. Moreover, the 
Committee wishes to express Its strong conviction that the Major In 
Theatre, the Specialization in Design for the Theatre and the 
Specialization in Drama In. Education should remain in place at least 
three years after their inception. The frequency of curriculum changes 
within the Department has placed an extremely heavy burden on such 
administrative units as the Office of Student Affairs and has absorbed 
the energies of faculty and staff within the Department and on 
successive curriculum bodies. The Camittee believes that future 
proposals for change should be based upon a thorough analysis of the 
strengths and weaknesses of programmes which have been in place long 
enough for a group of students to enter and subsequently, graduate." 


MacKenzie opened the floor for discussion. 


Landsley noted that a major document as extensive as this one, should 
be recelved earlier to allow members time to properly study It. He 
asked that, in future, curriculum documents be presented In sufficient 
time. Regarding the Department of Art History's new proposals, he 
noted that the Department of Painting & Drawing had some very serious 
reservations about the lack of a six-credit general art history course. 
It is felt that the proper education of a painting & drawing student 
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must include a general survey course as well as six credits cover Ing 
both the I9th and 20th centuries. The present document includes only a 
three-credit course covering the 20th century. More consultation is 
needed about this proposal! and he asked that the art history component 
of the curriculum proposal be postponed to allow time for more 
discussion on Its Impiications. 


Parker noted that there was already a motion on the floor. 


* AMENDMENT (Landstey, Sacca) " that the art history camponent of the 
Report be postponed unti! more consultation has taken place" 


Gross asked whether or not it was necessary to delay the passage of the 
entire set of proposals inorder to accomplish further consultation. 
is It not possibie that a certain camponent of the proposal could be 
made acceptable to the Departments concerned and with those exceptions 
give passage to the remainder. 


MacKenzie asked that the Chair of the Department of Art History speak 
to this Issue. 


Lacroix noted with regret that the document had not been recelved 
earlier to allow the Department of Painting & Drawing to receive 
feedback from his own Department on the material presented. He 
explained that the Department of Art History has not taught, since 
1976, the type of survey course mentioned by Landsley. However, he 
noted that Cegep students do come to the University already with this 
type of course and the Department would prefer to focus Its attention 
on the principles and practice of style and criticism that will serve 
as an Introduction to the methodologies presently being used In the 
study of art history. 


Landsley replied that the Department of Painting & Drawing has always 
assumed that a general survey course was being taught. Art 240 
indicated the study of ancient times to the present and It was 
understood that only minor changes had been made when Art 240 was 
changed to Art 250. He also noted that the level! of art history 
education students receive at the Cegep level is considered to be 
Inadequate and that students have not been properly educated In the 
general survey, for whatever the reasons. This has been an on-going 
concern for the Department. 


Gomez asked Landsley what kind of consultation Is necessary and what 
would happen to the art history proposal if there ts a delay as a 
result of this motion. Could these discussions not take place as a 
negotiation between the Departments so affected. 


Landsley replied that the curriculum changes affecting the Department 
of Painting & Drawing have not been discussed at a_ full Departmental 
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meeting with the Chair of Art History in attendance. This meeting Is 
scheduled for next week, therefore these curriculum changes have 
preempted these discussions. 


MacKenzie explained that the Department of Art History had been through 
a lengthy process resulting In a unanimous decision to change the 
curriculum. The Chair of Art History then proceeded to visit the 
var lous departments and it was her understanding that these curriculum 
changes were on the agenda of the April I2th meeting of the Department 
of Painting & Drawing and Indeed were circulated and discussed, 
although there wasn't time left for discussion with the Chair of Art 
History at that time. 


Paikowsky noted that the response of the Painting & Draw!ng Department 
to the art history changes was not as one-sidedly negative as the Chair 
of Painting & Drawing is suggesting, there was some Interest shown. As 
a@member of Art History and as a member of the Curriculum Committe she 
found offensive the fact that, all of a sudden the Painting & Drawing 
Department was so interested in Art History, and that for the last ten 
years no survey course has been offered In art history and that the 
Painting & Drawing Department did not know this. ‘She wanted to know 
where Painting & Drawing has been for the last ten years? 


Sacca addressed her concerns to the changes made to the art education 
programm submitted this morning In an Addendum to the Report. She did 
not think the Faculty was in a position to substitute courses ina 
programme evaluated and approved by the Ministry; and in addition, she 
expressed concern as to the content of the art history programme as It 
may affect students In the art education specialization where students 
are required to have !2 credits in art history of which six credits 
must be in Canadian Art History. They also have the opportunity to 
substitute another six credits from another section of thelr programme 
to take more art history, so there's an opportunity to take 18 credits 
in art history. Their motivation to take art history is very strong 
since they wil! teach art history at the secondary schoo! level and are 
required to pass a test in this subject every year. 

Members of Art Education are happy to see the Innovations in terms of 
art history developing In these directions. By reading the course 
descriptions it is difficult to know whether material to be able to 
teach art history fron early years to the present will be aval lable. 
Because of time constraints, we are not In a position to sit here and 
vote in a change to the art education programme and art therapy, 
without further consultation with the Chair of Art History. 


As a member of the Curriculum Coanmmittee, Bigelow noted that the Art 
History proposal was well thought out, clear and concise, was wel | 
presented and the rationale was clear. As a studio faculty member he 
was concerned that the studio perspective may be absent In sane 
courses. The Art History department was more than willing to 
accommodate and make changes where appropriate. He noted also that the 
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new art history offerings are much more diverse than before and much 
more interesting toa studio student In the sense that the range is 
greater. There are more courses dealing with visual phenomena such as, 
on color and on visual literacy. He did not wish to see the programme 
held up over this issue since he found the programme broader with more 
opportunities open to the studio area. 


Because of the major changes proposed by the Department of Art History, 
Krol feit that it would have been more appropriate if this Information 
had been addressed collectively to all! the chairs and departments so 
that certain problems could have been identifled as they came up from 
the point of view of each of those areas. Many questions still exist 
and clarifications needed about what this programme means. Does this 
mean that individuals can teach courses the way they want to? Does it 
mean that every semester, every year, information pertaining to those 
courses can be changed? What effect would thls have on the continuity 
of programmes outside art history? Do students simply select what 
suits them and then one hopes that they get an overall rounded 
education In art history. 


Landsley responded to the comments of Mackenzie noting that there was 
no time available to the Department of Painting and Drawing and the 
Chair of Art History to have a complete and thorough discussion of this 
proposal and its possible affects to the studio areas. He also wished 
it noted In the minutes that he objected to the manner” in which 
Paikowsky was speaking to him. 


Lacrolx responded by explaining that the route taken by the present 


curriculum proposal was the normal one. He doesn't remember ever 
having been consulted previously prior to the presentation of 
curriculum documents coming before Faculty Council. He believes that 


curriculum changes are not the matter of the chairs’ decision. It Is, 
however, the responsibility of a Department to Inform others, through 
Council, of the changes being made to their particular programme and 
this is what is being done with the Art History proposal. With respect 
to the nature of the discipline of Art History which is at the base of 
the proposed document, he explained that Art History asa discipline 
has moved away from a chronological view of history and has benefitted 
fran changes In other disciplines and the development of thought 
elsewhere. The offerings as presented still give a great deal of place 
to courses that allow for the nature of art history as It has been 
taught within this faculty. 


Gross: On the question of whether or not and when the art history 
department first began to move away fram chronological or sequential 
studies of art history at the survey level, this was done some ten 
years ago and with a consequential quite thorough discussion at Faculty 
level. The point of it was that the whole question of theoretical! 
foundations for survey courses were being changed in all! disciplines, 
(In English Departments, in thelr basic survey courses beginning in 
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1965, and In other disciplines), unfortunately my own discipline is 
somewhat behind the times and has continued to lag there much to my 
displeasure. For the record there was considerable discussion about 
the new approaches to art history and the preference for non- 
chronological treatment. 

On the question of consultation as general principle, It does 
seem to me that disciplines not only have the right but the 
responsibility to use a theoretical approach to Its pedagogy and to the 
definition of content which It teaches. It has the responsibility to do 
so in terms of the best of practices In the profession at a particular 
time; now if Art History is moving to do so more precisely, more 
expansively than it has in the past, then that seems tome to be what 
it absolutely must do. On the other hand, we have not only the right 
but the responsibilities of the other departments to consider who have 
programs which are necessarily affected by these changes, and in this 
instance It is clear that art ed and studio art have made thelr 
separate statements about how some of these effects relate to their own 
programs. They, too, have a responsibility to understand the larger 
questions of the changes in pedagogy and course content as it affects 
their own program, and they, again, must be consulted on that basis. 
So, as to the process which the Faculty has used in the past, and again 
I'm replying to some of the remarks that people have made, In almost 
every instance that | can recall, a good dea! of consultation has 
eccurred prior to the bringing forward of the program in order to 
prevent the kind of conflict which necessar!lly must cccur when one 
realizes the dynamics that I’ve Just been speaking of in an abstract 
level, and so these consultations occur and some kind of balance is 
sought between the way that parties see the discipline’s needs. | 
don’t know whether at this Juncture it Is possible to excise certain 
elements of the program and very rapidly to work out a means of having 
those parties who need to further consult to do so In very short order, 
and then for us to come back and approve it. There Is a question of 
the timetable that the Faculty Curriculum Camittee must deal with in 
relation to the University Curriculum Committee. There are, I'm sure, 
same very rigid deadi!ines that Cather!ne must work with. 


Mackenzie noted two possibilites In terms of the timetable, It would 
be possible for various departments to meet within the next week and a 
special Faculty Councl! meeting held a week from today to discuss any 
problems. There is a further possibility of putting the program If it 
Is agreed to as anart history program through, and then negotiating 
the issue of the one or two courses In question. These new courses can 
be taken up to Senate in the Fall. 


in her role as Assistant Dean, MacKenzle liked to think of Departments 
as having their own reason for being, their own particular character. 
The issue here Is the place of the Department of Art History in this 
Faculty. This proposal brings the Art History Department Into line 
with what the rest of this Faculty Is, and that Is an exciting place 
for the consideration of the development of the arts. 
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Parker noted for Faculty members information that the current 
discussion should be directed specifically to the amendment to the 
motion. 


Landsiey supported the point made by Gross that there may be separate 
issues here. Perhaps Art History feels that the entire curriculum Is 
under attack and that their points of view are Invalid. From the point 
of view of the Department of Painting and Drawing, it has no objection 
naturally with the proposals Art History is making. Every 
Department must serve thelr own Interests, and it is understood that 
this Is what Art History Intends to do. The point is that Painting & 
Drawing is requesting that a general service course in chronological 
sequence be offered and also six credits In iSth Century. It is the 
lack of consultation regarding this that the Department Is concerned 
about. This is the reason for the motion, that the art history 
component of this proposal be postponed until consultation In those 
areas Is achieved. 


Pariser noted no objections at all to the Idea of developing an 
Innovative new Art History program, his concerns are with two issues; 
1) how does art history go about servicing the other programs in the 
faculty, and 2) what happens If It chooses to do for itself? Art 
Education must certify teachers and the province expects that we have a 
certain component of Canadian Art History with some kind of latitudinal 
approach or chronological approach. In terms of the program itself, 
your proposed program suggests Arth 372 Issues In Contemporary Canadian 
Architecture, Arth 374 Architecture and Urbanism in Montreal, Arth 375 
issues In the Montrea! Art Milieu, Arth 370 Aspects of Canadian Art, 
Arth 371 Aspects of Canadian Architecture, and Arth 373 Issues in 
Contemporary Canadian Art. All these courses have a distinctly 
contemporary sound to them and the course descriptions are quite 
distinctive, however, If you compare them to the courses for which 
they've been substituted, (this is really the Important Issue), you 
will see avery significant difference and | want to highlight them. 
Arth 244 (one of the courses taken out) Is a history of the development 
of the arts in Canada fran the 17th century to the present and has a 
very strong and what sounds Iike an historical kind of promise to I; 
Can. Sculpture & Arch. (that would seem to be substitutable; in other 
words, you can make perhaps a_ substitution there); but there are two 
courses which are deened eliminated which do not seem to be replaced 
(Arth 426 & 427 In the current catalogue); Arth 426 Art In Canada 
Before the 1930’s (6 cr.) "a study of painting & sculpture & the 
decorative arts fran New France until the emergence of modernism... 
contributing to the arts In Canada where relevant attention is given to 
European and American. This Is an Important course and Is required of 
anyone who is going to work with elementary or secondary school 
students and who Is going to give them some way of situating themselves 
in a historical context. 


Parker: If I can understand what you've said, your malin concern exists 
within the numbers of 426 and 427 which are not being addressed in the 
new program, and 244. 


Bigelow noted that the course Alf Pinsky offers in art theory is 
accepted as an equivalent for an art history course and knows of studio 
people who use that art theory course as a way of circumventing those 


arth courses which are chronological, laborious, treks through art 
history. His course Is filled very early on every year and is used as 
a way around a survey course. Probably the studio area is more 


responsible than anybody for circumventing or forcing students to take 
a survey course because of the art theory course offered and students 
always using that as an alternative. 


Parker clarified the concerns of Painting & Drawing as being the flack 
of a general chronological survey course and a six credit course In the 
t9th Century. 


Sacca explained that the Director of Art Therapy had not seen the 
progranme therefore the concerns expressed relate to the art education 
programme and not art therapy. 


Greenberg suggested that the art history program be approved and 
discussions regarding particular courses which have been very clearly 
Identified at this meeting continue over the summer. There are proper 
procedures that would allow those courses to come before Councl! and 
before Senate in the Fall and to be Integrated Into the proposal at 
that time. 


SECOND AMENDMENT (Lacroix, 


"that Counci! approve of the major and the minor program in Art 
History, in principle, and those courses that are offered to 
departments (244; 426; 427; 250; 343; 455; 459; 249; 425;) be kept 
until a new curriculum proposal comes forward to Faculty Council In the 
Fall" 


Landsltey supported this amendment and therefore withdrew his first 
amendment to the motion. 


AMENDVENT The quest!ion was called and CARRIED 17 For 
2 Opposed 
5 Abstentions 


After further discussion concerning other aspects of the Report, Parker 
called for a vote on the acceptance of Report No. 30. 


with respect to the recommendations regarding the proposal from the 
Department of Theatre, Falsetto did not feel confident about voting on 
the changes to the program because they’re making changes to all of 
thelr programs and there seems to bea kind of fundamental shift in 
terms of their place in fine arts. He did not feel confident about 
voting on these changes. 


Mackenzie replied that there were problems with the submission and many 
hours were spent reviewing the programme thoroughly. The Curriculum 
Cammittee is convinced that the education proposed In this document Is 
valid and exciting. There is no longer the endiess talk of technology, 
technology, technology, but Is full credence is being given to what is 
intended to be an art form of the Imaginatlon. 


The question was called and CARRIED 


5. Faculty Appointments to Senate 


Nominations were called for and elections held for Fine Arts 
representatives to various University Committees as fol lows; 


University Senate (3 Fine Arts representatives) (3-year term) 


Prof. P. Cohen —- 1987. Term Expires 
Prof. C. MacKenzie - 1989 
Prof. S. Paikowsky -— 1988 


Prof. Nancy Allison, Department of Theatre was elected to Senate 
replacing Prof. Phi! Cohen whose term has expired. 


University Academic Programmes Carmi ttee 


Council approved the namination of Prof. Barbara MacKay has Fine 
Arts representative replacing Prof. A. Crossman who resigned fram this 
Committee. 


University Library Conmittee 


Prof. A. Hemzy —- 1989 
Prof. C. MacKenzie -— !1989 


Counci! approved the nomination of Prof. Jacqueline Levitin, 
Department of Cinema as replacement for Prof. C. MacKenzie who has 
resigned fran this Committee. 


Comoutor Resources Conmittee 


Counc} | approved the nomination of Prof. Eric Mongerson, 
Department of Theatre to this Conmittee. 


6. University Library Conmittee; Proposed Library Acquisitions 


Formula 


Council members discussed the proposed library acquisitions 
formula as presented by Professor M. Cohen. Members centered their 
attention upon the fact of the serlous underfunding of the | lbrary 
budget, and no particular exceptions were taken of the formula itself. 


*VOTION; (Falsetto, Landsley) "move that Council recommend that the 
level of library funding be Increased, at least, to the annua! national 
average of $2.5 million with annual indexation" 


CARRIED 
One Abstention 


7. Other Business 


Regarding the making up of the Agenda for the special meeting on 
Planning scheduled May 26th, Gross noted that the consultation process 
around the issue of curriculum proposals in the future Is an Important 
and real one. He noted that there is an old Lutheran practice of 
nailing the thesis to the door. in same Universities the posting of 
curriculum = proposals is a requirement thereby inviting the 
investigation of interested parties. He asked that this item be placed 
on the Agenda for discussion at that time. 


8. Adjournment (Landsley, Gomez) 


M. Duval! 
September 21, 1987 
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